oa 


Nov. 9, 1918 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. [Vol. 63.] 














The Sum of £10 





will provide an immediate 
purchase of 


£400 


National War 


Bonds, 


if applied on behalf of a person 
aged 40 next birthday, under the 
Special Scheme described in the 
Leaflet, 


issued by the LEGAL AND 
GENERAL LIFE ASSUR- 
ANCE SOCIETY, 10, Fie 


Street, “London, E.C. 4, Send 


“Practical Patriotism,” 


for a copy, giving full particulars 
of a scheme which enables you 
to give your country some real 


assistance, 











The Solicitors’ Journal 


and Weekly Reporter. 
(ESTABLISHED IN 1857.) 
LONDON, NOVEMBER 29, 19i8. 
Awnvat Svusscrirrion, wHICH must ss Parp m_ Apvance : 


£2 12s.; by Post, £2 14s.; Foreign, £2 16s. 
HALF-YEARLY AND QUARTERLY SUSSCRIFENONS IN PROPORTION. 





*.* The Editor cannot “undertake to return rejected contributions, and 
copies should be kept of all articles sent by writers who are not on 
the regular staff of the Jovrgnat. 

All letters intended for publication must be authenticated by the 


name of the writer. 
GENERAL HEADINGS. 


49] OnrruaRY 20 cececcess 
LEGAL NBWS.. we. ssee 
52 Court Parers oe 
53 | Wrnpina-ue Norions 
7 | Crarprrorns Notices 
68 | Banaroproy Noricss 


Current TOPICS.... 

Tae PRIORITIES OF Equ (TABLE CLAIMS 
To Trust Funps..... , 
TORRESPONDENOR 2. cece secs cecscece 

New Onverea. £0 

Tus SALE OF THE Mant. 


Cases Reported this Week. 
Bloom v. National Federation of Discharged and De- 
mobilised Sailors and Soldiers ; ‘ 
Kenworthy v. Kenworthy 
Lyne’s Settlement, Re, Lynes \ 
Page v. Sully : 
Port of London Authority v. Gray 
White Pass and Yukon Railway Co. (Limited 


Current Topics. 


The New Chancery Judge. 

THe vacancy in the Chancery Division caused by the death 
of Mr. Justice Nevitue has been filled by the appointment of 
Mr. P. O. Lawrence, K.C. The appointment was generally 
expected, and we do not doubt that Mr. Lawrence will shew 
on the bench the qualities of keenness, intellectual grasp and 
capacity for work which have given him a foremost place at 
the Equity Bar. Perhaps he has been best known as a force- 
ful advocate, and since he has confined himself to “ going 
special ’’ he has been well known in the House of Lords and 
Judicial Committee. But experience shews that this quality 
is by no means incompatible with judicial demeanour when 
the advocate passes in due course to the bench, and the present 
appointment is the natural sequel to Mr. Lawrence’s forensic 





Gibbs and Others 


BERAVE 





career. 


The Inner Bar in the Chancery Division. 

Ir may be noticed that the appointment of Mr. Lawrence 
as a Judge and the fact that Mr. Mark Romer and the Hon. 
Frank RussEtu are to go “‘ special ’’ still further reduce the 
already too depleted ranks of the King’s Counsel 
in the Chancery Division. It was no doubt a proper 
course four years ago to suspend the creation of new 
silks, but it was hardly anticipated that the suspension 
would last so long, and the result has been to reduce the 
K.C’s available in the different courts to such an extent 
that a litigant sometimes has no chance of a proper selection. 
It is just over two years since Mr. Justice Sancant deprecated 
the practice of bringing important cases before him without his 
having the assistance of the Inner Bar. But, as we pointed 
out at the time, this is the natural result of leaving at the 
Junior Bar advocates who would in the ordinary course have 
passed within the Bar. At any rate, it is obvious that a new 
creation of silks must soon be made if the practice of employing 


leaders is to be maintained. 


The late Mr. Justice Neville and Town Planning. 
WE are glad to call attention to a letter from Sir ALFRED 
Hopxixson, K.C., in last week’s Spectator, on the interest 
taken by Sir Rate Nevitte in the important question of 
town-planning. In spite of the absorbing nature of his pro- 
fessional work, he took, says Sir ALrrep, “‘ a leading part from 
the first in the movement for town-planning, for securing 
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healthier homes and better conditions of life for those who 
were engaged in industries.’’” And Sir ALtrrep Hopkinson 
refers to an address which the late Judge gave in Manchester, 
on the invitation of the University, fourteen years ago, as a 
most valuable contribution to the study of the subject, shew- 
ing how keenly he felt the evils of existing conditions and 
how carefully he had thought out the methods for improving 
them. It is, he says, an admirable statement of the case for 
a movement to which he devoted years of self-sacrificing 
labour, giving it the benefit of his wise guidance and energetic 
support. He regarded the congestion of population in our 
great towns as the princip?] cause of physical deterioration, 
and he wished, with his whole heart, to combat the evil he 
saw so clearly, devoting time and money and thought to the 
scheme by which he believed a remedy could be found. Work 
like this should be an inspiration to others at the present 
time, when the question of the housing of the people looms 
so large in the task of reconstruction. Judicial life is often 
too full to allow of any great measure of co-operation in social 
schemes, but we are glad to give further publicity to Sir 
Atrrep Hopxinson’s sympathetic statement of Sir Ratpa 
NevILup’s efforts to secure more wholesome and attractive 
conditions of housing. They were all one with the kindness 
and courtesy which characterized him on the Bench 


The Turkish Armistice. 

Tue Last week has seen the publication of the Armistice 
of 30th October with Turkey, which took effect from noon on 
Thursday, 3lst October, and of the Armistice with Austria- 
Hungary of 3rd November, which was to take effect last Mon- 
Previously, there had been the Armistice 
The chief points in the 


day at 3 o’clock. 
with Bulgaria of 29th September 
Armistice with Turkey are: 
1 Opening of the Dardanelles and Bosporus and ac 
Black Sea. Allied occupation of Dardanelles and Bosporus forts. 
2. Positions of all minefields, torpedo-tubes, and other obstruc 
tions in Turkish waters to be indicated, and assistance given to 
sweep or remove them as may be required 
mines in the Black Sea to be 


ess to the 


3. All available information as to 
communicated. 

4. All Allied prisoners of war and Armenian interned persons and 
prisoners to be collected in Constantinople and handed over uncon 
ditionally to the Allies 

5. Immediate demobilization of the Turkish Army, except for 
such troops as are required for the surveillance of the frontiers and 
for the maintenance of internal order. Number of effectives and 
their disposition to be determined later by the Allies after con 
sultation with the Turkish Government 

6. Surrender of all war vessels in Turkish waters, or in waters 
occupied by Turkey. These ships to be interned at such Turkish 
port or ports as may be directed, except such small vessels as are 
required for police or similar purposes in Turkish territorial waters 

7. The Allies to have the right to occupy any strategic points in 
the event of any situation arising which threatens the security of 
the Allies 

15. Allied Control Officers to be placed on all railways, including 
such portions of the Transcaucasian railways now under Turkish 
control, which must be placed at the free and complete disposal of 
the Allied authorities, due consideration being given to the needs 
of the population. This clause to include Allied occupation of 
Batum. Turkey will raise no objection to the occupation of Baku 
by the Allies. 

19. All Germans and Austrians, naval, military, and civilian, to 
be evacuated within one month from Turkish dominions. Those in 
remote districts as soon after as may be possible. 

23. Obligation on the part of Turkey to cease all relations with 
the Central Powers. 

24. In case of disorder in the six Armenian vilayets the Allies 
reserve to themselves the right to occupy any part of them. 


The Austrian Armistice. 
Tue carer terms of the Armistice with Austria-Hungary 
are as follows: — 

2. Total demobilization of the Austro-Hungarian Army, and 
immediate withdrawal of all Austro-Hungarian forces operating on 
the front from the North Sea to Switzerland. 

3. Evacuation of all territories invaded by Austria-Hungary since 
the beginning of war. Withdrawal within such periods as shall be 





determined by the Commander-in-Chief of the Allied forces on each 
front of the Austro-Hungarian Armies behind a line fixed ag 
follows :—{Here follow the details of the line.] 

All territories thus evacuated will be occupied by the troops of 
the Allies and of the United States of America. 

All military and railway equipment of all kinds (including coal), 
belonging to or within these territories to be left in situ, and sur. 
rendered to the Allies according to special orders given by the Com. 
manders-in-CMief of the forces of the Associated Powers on the 
different fronts. No new destruction, pillage, or requisition to be 
done by enemy troops in the territories to be evacuated by them and 
occupied by the forces of the Associated Powers. 

4. The Allies shall have the right of free movement over all road 
and rail and waterways in Austro-Hungarian territory and of the use 
of the necessary Austrian and Hungarian means of transportation. 

The Armies of the Associated Powers shall occupy such strategic 
points in Austria-Hungary at such times as they may deem neces. 
sary to enable them to conduct military operations or to maintain 
order. 

They shall have the right of requisition on payment for the troops 
of the Associated Powers wherever they may be. 

5. Complete evacuation of all German troops within fifteen days, 
not only from the Italian and Balkan fronts, but from all Austro- 
Hungarian territory. 

Internment of all German troops which have not left Austria. 
Hungary within that date 

6. The administration of the evacuated territories of Austria- 
Hungary will be entrusted to the local authorities under the control 
of the Allied and Associated Armies of Occupation. 

7. The immediate repatriation without reciprocity of all Allied 
prisoners of war and interned subjects, and of civil populations 
evacuated from their homes, on conditions to be laid down by the 
Commanders-in-Chief of the forces of the Associated Powers on the 
various fronts 


The Naval Terms with Austria. 

THE sECOND part of the Armistice consists of the Naval 
conditions. These include: (2) the surrender to the Allies 
and United States of America of fifteen Austro-Hungarian 
submarines, completed between the years 1910 and 1918, and 
of all German submarines which are in or may hereafter enter 
Austro-Hungarian territorial waters. All other Austro-Hun 
garian submarines to be paid off and completely disarmed. (3) 
The surrender to the Allies and United States of America, 
with their complete armament and equipment, of certain 
warships. (4) Freedom of navigation to all warships and mer- 
chant ships of the Allied and Associated Powers to be given 
in the Adriatic and up the River Danube and its tributaries 
in the territorial waters and territory of Austria-Hungary. 
(5) The maintenance of the existing blockade. (6) All naval 
aircraft to be concentrated and immobilized in Austro-Hun- 
garian bases to be designated -by the Allies and United States 
of America. (7) Evacuation of all the Italian coasts and of 
all ports occupied by Austria-Hungary outside their national 
territory, and the abandonmens of all floating craft, naval 
materials, equipment, and materials for inland navigation 
of all kinds. (9) All merchant vessels held by Austria-Hun- 
gary belonging to the Allies and Associated Powers to be 
returned. (11) All naval and mercantile marine prisoners 
of war of the Allied and Associated Powers in Austro-Hun 


a . . . . 
garian hands to be returned without reciprocity. 


The Allied Conference. 

WE CHRONICLED last week the latest reply of the German 
Government to President Witscn—that of 27th October, im 
which that Government said it was awaiting proposals for am 
armistice. The conditions have been under the consideration 
of the Allies at Versailles, and we learn from the Times cor- 
respondent at Paris, writing on 4th November, that in the 
long Conference room at the Trianon Palace Hotel “‘ the 
twenty-four leaders of Europe and America have sat at a long 
table, drawing up the terms of the armistice to Germany, 
which are to enable the foundations of the new Europe to be 
well and truly laid. There, over blotting pads and baize; 
history has been made. The seat of each delegate bears his 
name on a card in front of it. M. CLemenceav occupied tht 
central position, having Mr. Lroyp Georce, Mr. Bonar Law 
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and Lord Mityer on his left, with M. Prcuon, Marshal Focu 
and General Be.uin on his right. Opposite him sat Colonel 
Hovse, General Buiss, Signor OrLanpo and Baron Sonnino.”’ 
But the personnel of the Conference has altered from day to 
day, as the different problems affecting Japan, Serbia, Belgium 
and Greece came up for consideration. 


The Allies’ Acceptance of President Wilson’s 

Conditions, 

Bur For the actual results of this Conference we still have 
to look to President Wixson, who quite declines to share in 
the secrecy of European statesmen. He accordingly gives in 
a further Note to the German Government the Memorandum 
which he has received from the Allied Governments. This, 
if we remember rightly, is the first formal indication as to how 
far they accept President Wi.son’s conditions of peace as 
laid down in his address to Congress in January, 1918, and in 
his subsequent addresses. In the main these are the fourteen 
points in the address of January (62 Soricrrors’ Journat, 
p- 229) and the four points in his address of 11th February 
(62 Soticirors’ JourNAL, p. 361). The fourteen points shortly 
put are:—(1) Open diplomacy ; (2) the freedom of the seas in 
peace and war; (3) the removal of all economic barriers; (4) 
the reduction of armaments; (5) an impartial adjustment of 


colonia! claims; (6) the evacuation of Russian territory and | 


the settlement of Russian questions under such circumstances 
as to secure her freedom and independence ; (7) the restoration 
of Belgium ; (8) the righting of the wrong done to France by 
Prussia in the matter of Alsace-Lorraine; (9) a readjustment 
of the frontiers of Italy on clearly recognizable lines of 
nationality ; (10) that the peoples of Austria-Hungary should 
be accorded the opportunity of autonomous development ; (11) 
that Rumania, Serbia and Montenegro should be evacuated 
and the relations of the Balkan States settled ; (12) the various 
parts of the Turkish Empire to be assured the unmolested 
opportunity of autonomous development, and the Dardanelles 
opened as a free passage under international guarantees ; (13) 
the creation of an independent Polish State ; and (14) a general 
association of nations to guarantee political and territorial 
independence for great and smal] nations alike. The four points 
in the Address of 11th February express the same ideas in less 
concrete form. They may be summed up in the principle that 
peoples and provinces are to have their real interestd con- 
sulted, and their destinies are not to be the subject of dynastic 
or State schemes, as though they were pawns in a game. The 
Allied Governments now declare their willingness to make 
peace with Germany on these terms, subject to a reservation 
as to Clause 2—the ‘‘ freedom of the seas’’ clause; and they 
stipulate that the restoration of invaded territories shall mean 
that ‘‘ compensation will be made by Germany for all damage 
done to the civilian population of the Allies and to their pro- 
perty by the aggression of Germany by land, by sea, and from 
the air—an interpretation to which Mr. WILSon assents. These 
being the fundamental principles of peace, the conditions of 
an armistice have in the usual course, as we recently explained 
(ante, p. 19), been settled by the Allied Governments, and 
they have been entrusted to Marshal Focu, to whom the 
German Government are referred. 


The Disposal of Worthless Documents. 

THE UNCERTAINTY which custodians of bundles of old and 
dusty papers undoubtedly entertain respecting any right of 
destruction, and the attention any such right has received 
lately owing to the much enhanced value of waste paper, 
must be our excuse for again adverting to the topic. All com- 
mercial lawyers are aware that, after five years from th» dis 
solution of a company, no responsibility rests on the company, 
or the liquidators, or any person to whom the custody of the 
books and papers of the company have been committed, by 
teason of the same books and papers not being forthcoming 
to any person claiming to be interested therein (Companies 
(Consolidation) Act, 1908, s. 222). And the thought arises 
whether practical convenience and good sense do not suggest 
that some domestic legislation on similar lines might not, in 
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period of five years is very short, and we should hardly be 
prepared to suggest it, much less to recommend it, to-day. 
Further, the life and the value of documents, it is obvious to 
everyone familiar with them, vary much. It would not, 
however, be beyond the powers of a conveyancing draftsman 
to frame an equitable provision which should, on the one hand, 
assist in relieving the minds of conscientious custodians, and, 
on the other hand, reasonably protect the interests of other 
persons; and, provided some such provision was introduced 
with discrimination and due discretion, we are inclined to 
think it would justify itself as a convenience, and, as founded 
on common sense and ending uncertainty, be not unwelcomed 
by the public. We are the more ready to think so when we 
remember that Sir Georce Jesse. expressed an opinion that 
it would be most unreasonable to expect solicitors to keep 
clients’ papers for an indefinite time (38 Soxicrtors’ Jour- 
NAL, 111). And yet, how very many trustees, solicitors, and 
chartered accountants are to-day finding gratuitous accom- 
modation for drafts and papers thirty, fifty, nay, in some 
cases, a hundred years old, and simply on the ground that in 
law the same are, in many cases, the property of an unknown 
or unascertained person, and, in all cases, can be only de- 
stroyed at the peril of the custodian. We may refer also to our 
remarks at p. 676 of 62 Sonicrrors’ JouRNat. 


Sales by Fiduciary Owners. 

Swirt oBsErvEs that no man ever made an ill figure who 
understood his talents, nor a good one who mistook them ; and 
this most just and illuminating remark would be equally true 
if to substitute for ‘‘man’’ “ trustee,’’ and for 
‘talents ’’ ‘‘ authority.’’ For what more is a trustee, or a 
donee of a power, for sale than the agent of the author of 
the trust or power? It is common knowledge that a trust for 
sale must be regarded as including, by implication, all such 
acts as are usual and requisite for accomplishing the purpose 
of the trust. Yet it still remains an interesting question 
whether among such acts is an authority to sell at an 
upset price, or without a reserved price. Can it be doubted 
that it is the agent’s preliminary duty to ascertain the value 
of the trust estate, and thenceforth to be diligent in designing 
that it shall be sold at the best price? For many a trustee, 
we fear, considers that he is entitled blindly to follow the 
advice or opinion of an expert; but, in the correct view, the 
price, as Mr. Dart remarks, must ultimately be determined 
by a free exercise of his own judgment (Dart V. & P. 79, 5th 
ed.); and it will appear to many as savouring of a delega- 
tion for a trustee to allow the price to be fixed by two or 
three bidders, two valifers or their umpire, or, indeed, in 
any other manner in which the trustee does not exercise his 
judgment upon, and control over the acceptance of, the sale 
price. ‘‘ What should I say,’’ asks Lord Lovcusoroven, 
‘to trustees for infants who put up property they had esti- 
mated and valued, and did not cafe that it should go up to 
that value? It is their duty to have it valued, and to take 
care that it shall not go for less ’’ Conolly v. Parsons (3 Ves. 
625, 628). On the whole, we think trustees for sale of land 
would do well to hesitate before submitting it to auction at 
an upset price, unless that price is their reserved price, and 
there are very special circumstances making a disclosure of 
the reserve a course most beneficial to the beneficiaries. And 
we consider that they should still more waver ere they submit 
it without reserve, on the ground that it is at least doubtful 
whether by so doing they are not trespassing beyond their 
authority as agents. Cicero, if our memory serves us, declares 
his opinion that a vendor ought not to appoint a puffer to 
raise the price, nor ought the purchaser to appoint a person 
to depreciate the value of an estate intended to be sold. 
Still, few frequenters of auction marts could be found to 
aver that a reserved bidding is not a necessary and reason- 
able precaution to prevent property being sacrificed, and to 
safeguard a vendor’s interests against the intrigues of a cer- 
tain class of bidder; and still fewer Chancery clerks could 


we were 


recall a sale under the direction of the Court in which @ 
reserved price was not fixed, 
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Juvenile Offenders, 

We nore and believe that a large proportion of the young 
persons engaged in various forms of cmiglaventan have, speak- 
ing generaily, a good character, but we cannot always agree 
with the consideration which they receive when accused of 
offences within the meaning of the criminal law. The London 
Sessions had recently before them an appeal from the sentence 
of one month’s imprisonment passed by a metropolitan magis- 
trate upon a girl in the employment of the Stepney Tribunal 
for the forgery of a document under the Military Service Act. 
It appeared that the girl, who was seventeen years old when 
engaged by the Tribunal, had been convicted of forging the 
signature to a blank form ‘‘ Notice of decision under the 
Military Service Act’’ and the signature of the clerk of the 
Tribunal to an exemption certificate. It was urged in sup- 
port of the appeal that she had a very good character and had 
been exposed to undue temptation from the fact that the 
documents had been placed in her way. The chairman stated 
that he did not disagree with the magistrate’s decision, for 
it would have been a proper sentence had she been an older 
and a more responsible person. But the Sessions varied the 
punishment solely on account of her age, good character, and 
the great temptation to which she had been exposed, and they 
ordered that she should be bound over and discharged from 
custody. This reasoning is not wholly satisfactory. The 
temptation to which the prisoner was exposed was nothing 
more than a temptation to commit a mischievous offence similar 
in degree to the temptation of a youthful clerk in a merchant’s 
office who finds a cheque-book in an unlocked drawer. Is it to 
be said that the clerk who had a good character was not deserv- 
ing of confidence; in other words, that the good character 
should go for nothing? The courts in civil cases have 
vigorously refused to extend the doctrine of estoppel by con- 
duct to cases where a fraud has been made easier by the care- 
lessness of the employer. We can only come to the conclu- 
sion that the Sessions had no belief in the efficacy of punish- 
ment, and if this view is to be generally adopted we must look 
for a remedy in the proposed extension of the term for com- 
pulsory education which will necessarily act as a check upon 
the employment of young persons who cannot be accountable 
for the temptations to which they are exposed. 








The Priorities of Equitable Claims 
to Trust Funds, 


We have already referred shortly (62 Soticrrors’ Journat, 
p. 724) to the interesting judgment of Eve, J., in Hill v. 
Peters (ibid., p. 717), in which he declined to extend the rule 
in Dearle v. Hall (3 Russ. 1, 48), but now that the case has 
been more fully reported (1918, 2 Ch. 273), it will be found 
to repay further consideration. The facts of the case, shortly 
stated, were as follows: « firm of solicitors took from Gorro, 
on 29th September, 1897, a security for £4,000 on his fifth 
share under a will in a reversion to residuary personal estate. 
This sum, which was expressed to be advanced by them out of 
moneys belonging to them on a joint account, was the money 
of Mr. and Mrs. Peters, and in October, 1897, they executed 
a declaration of trust declaring themselves trustees of the 
Gorto mortgage debt for Mr. and Mrs. Peters, and cove- 
nanted at any time on request to repay the £4,000 on two 
months’ notice. Notice of the mortgage was given to the 
trustees of the will on 13th October, 1897. In January, 1907, 
the solicitors obtain £4,000 from another client, Mrs. Gwyn, 
on the security of the same mortgage, concealing from her the 
fact of the declaration of trust in favour of Mr. and Mrs. 
Peters. Interest on £4,000 was paid to Mr. and Mrs. Peters 
till February, 1907, when £2,000 was paid off, and thereafter 
interest. was paid on the remaining £2,000 to Mr. Perens till 
his death in February, 1911, and afterwards to Mrs. Peters. 
Interest on £4,000 was also paid to Mrs. Gwyn during her life- 





time, and after her death to the plaintiffs, who were her exe- 
cutors. In 1912 the plaintiffs obtained ion of the mort- 
gage deed of 29th September, 1897, and in July, 1917, they 
gave notice of the mortgage to Mrs. Gwyn to the surviving 
trustee of the will. In UVecember, 1917, they learnt for the 
first time of the existence of the declaration of trust in favour 
of Mr. and Mrs. Peters. In the action they claimed to have 
priority for their £4,000 over the amount remaining due under 
the declaration of trust. 

Several grounds for this claim were advanced, which Eve, 
J., treated as unsubstantial. It was said that the clients ought 
not to have been satisfied with a declaration of trust, but should 
have taken the security in their own names, either originally 
or by assignment from the solicitors; that if they chose to 
have trustees of their security, they ought not to have left 
the security in the possession of the trustees; or that, having 
so left it, they ought to have insisted that there should be 
indorsed on the mortgage deed notice of the declaration of 
trust or of their interest in the mortgage moneys. All these 
are considerations which might very well be taken into account 
if there was no settled system of trusts in operation in this 
country, but each contention is obviously at variance with that 
system. ‘‘ There is nothing,’’ the learned Judge said, “‘ to 
prevent an individual, if he is so minded, from vesting any 
item of his property in another person as a trustee, and, if he 
so does, the trustee is the proper custodian of the documents 
of title and other indicia of ownership.’’ Usually, no doubt, 
trustees are constituted in order to protect successive interests, 
including the interests of persons under disability or still un- 
born ; but a person sui juris may also place his property in the 
custody of a trustee, though such a trust is subject to the 
special rule that the trustee is entitled to be indemnified 
against liability not only out of the trust property, but by 
the cestui que trust personally: Hardoon v, Belilios (1901, 
A.C. 118). In Shropshire Union Railways Co. v. The Queen 
(L. R. 7 H. L. 496, 507), an attempt was made to put a cestui 
que trust, who was sué juris and absolutely entitled, under 
special responsibility for the acts of the trustee, but it was 
decisively rejected. It would mean, said Cairns, L.C., ‘ that 
whereas there is a large, well-known, recognized and admitted 
system of trusts in this country, that system of trusts is to be 
cut down and moulded and reduced to this, that it is to be a 
system applicable only to infants, married women, or persons 
with limited interests; and that wherever the limited interest 
has ceased, and the equitable interest has become entire and 
complete without any limit, there the equitable owner is under 
some measure of obligation with regard to his duty of watch- 
ing his trustee, an obligation which does not lie upon a limited 
owner. I find no authority for such a proposition, and I feel 
satisfied that your lordships will not be disposed to introduce 
for the first time that as a rule of law.’’ Accordingly, the 
cestui que trust, whether his beneficial interest is absolute or 
limited, is justified in leaving the indicia of title in the custody 
of the trustee, and if the trustee improperly disposes of them, 
this will not create an interest adverse to that of the cestui que 
trust, since the trustee can only convey to a fresh incumbrancer 
such interest as the trustee can properly give. Moreover, as 
regards the suggestion that notice of the trust should be 
indorsed on a security taken by the trustee, this is opposed to 
the well-established practice of keeping notice of trusts off 
the mortgage title, and, so far as possible, off the title to 
land generally, on which we commented recently (ante, p. 3) 

The substantial point in Hill v. Peters (supra) was whether 
the rule in Dearle v. Hall (supra) applied so as to enable the 
plaintiffs to obtain pricrity over the Peters security by virtue 
of their notice to the trustee of the will. The solicitors, it 
will be observed, had duly given notice to the will trustees of 
the Gorro mortgage, and prima facie this was a sufficient pro- 
tection to Mr. and Mrs. Peters as the beneficiaries under the 
declaration of trust; but it was claimed that Mr. and Mrs 
Peters should also have given notice to the trustees of the 
will, and that their omission to do so enabled the plainti%s to 
obtain priority by their own notice to the surviving trustee. 
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Now the effect of the rule in Dearle v. Hall was considered by 
Lord Macnacuren, in his well-known judgment in Ward v. 
Duncombe (1893, A. C. 369, 393): ‘‘ In defence of the rule in 


Dearle v. Halli it has been said that notice is necessary in order 


to ‘ perfect.’ the title of the assignee—in order to ‘ complete ’ 
his title. Those expressions have frequently been used, but they 
are, I venture to think, little more than mere phrases. Notice 
does not render the title perfect. Notice was not even a step 
in the title until it was made so by the decision in Foster v. 
Vockerell (3 Cl. & F. 456). Apart from the rule in Dearle v 
Hall, an assignee of an equitable interest from a person capable 
of disposing of it has a perfect equitable title, though the 
title is no doubt subject to the infirmity which attaches to all 
— titles. And that infirmity is not and cannot be 
wholly cured or removed by notice to the trustees.’’ Nor, 
again, as Lord MacnaGuTeEN pointed out, is it strictly accurate 
to say that notice ‘‘ converts ’’ the trustee of the fund into a 
trustee for the person who gives the notice. ‘‘ Before notice 
given he is just as much a trustee for the persons rightfully 
entitled as he is after he receives the notice, though, of course, 
in the absence of notice, he would be safe in paying away the 


fund to those who appear by the instrument constituting the’ 


trust, or by title properly deduced from them, to be the true 
owners.’’ The effect of notice is limited to the fact that, if 
the first equitable assignee fails to give notice and the sub- 
sequent equitable assignee gives the notice, the latter thereby 
acquires priority over the former; and this is allowed in his 
favour on the ground that the first assignee, by omitting to 
give the notice, has left the beneficial interest under the 
control of the assignor, and has enabled him to make a further 
assignment of it. But there is nothing in the rule in Dearle 
v. Hall, and in the grounds upon which it is based, that really 
touches the question raised in Hill v. Peters (supra). 

That question was whether, where a trustee of a security on a 
trust fund had duly given notice to the trustees of the fund, it 
was also necessary for the cestui que trust of the security to give 
an independent notice on his own account. It is difficult to 
see how the cestué gue trust comes within the rule in Dearle v. 
Hall at all. He has properly left the security and the duty 
of protecting it in the hands of his trustee, and his trustee, by 
giving notice, has done all that the rule in Dearle v. Hall 
requires. Thereafter, if his trustee makes an improper dis 
position of the security, the-true principle to apply is that 
of The Shropshire Union Railways, d&c., Co. v. The Queen 
(supra). The person claiming under the trustee gets no better 
title than the trustee could give him, and he is postponed to 
the cestui que trust for whom the trustee held the security. 
That cestue que trust never comes into contact with the 
trustees of the fund at all. All that he does is to claim the 
interest which his own trustee held on his behalf, and which 
was duly protected by notice to the trustees of the fund. His 
trustee was unable to give a title as against him to a sub- 
sequent assignee of the mortgage security, and such subsequent 
assignee could not cure his position by giving notice to the 
trustee of the fund. Mr. Justice Eve declined to extend the 
doctrine of Dearle v. Hall so as to make it incumbent on the 
cestue que trust of the security to supplement the notice given 
by his trustee by a notice given on his own account. 
The notice once given was sufficient for all the pur- 
poses of the cestui que trust’s security—in this case Mr. 
and Mrs. Peters. The immediate cause of the loss to Mrs. 
Gwyn’s estate was not the failure to comply with the rule in 
Dearle v. Hall, but the default of the trustees in whose custody 
the Gortro mortgage had been properly left. ‘‘ The prin- 
ciple,’’ said the learned Judge, “‘ on which the rule in Dearle 
v. Hall is founded, which regards the giving of notice by the 
assignee as the nearest approach to the taking of possession, 
has no application, in my opinion, to the beneficiary who has 
no right to possession himself, and who can only assert his 
claim to receive through his trustee.’’ This sentence, if we 
may say so, appears to put quite clearly the reason why the 
declaration of trust in favour of Mr. and Mrs. Peters was 
entitled to retain ite priority over the security on the Gorro 
mortgage created in favour of Mrs. Gwyn. 
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Selkirk 


Correspundence. 


The Testamentary Power of Married Women. 
[T'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter. } 


Dear Sir,—Is it possible that it be the law at the present moment 
that a married woman, whose marriage took place before 1882, 1s 
unable to make a will of her real property without the concur- 
rence of her husband? I have had to advise the wife of a Tory 
member of Parliament that this is the case, and he is incredulous ; 
but I am afraid my law is right. Lf so, we shall have arrived at 
the anomalous position of a married woman being able to sit in 
Parliament, but unable to deal with her own property, and I 
should hope that some of your readers may think it well to get 
this corrected. I am afraid it is useless to apply to the Law 
Society, for not long ago I asked the Society to introduce a clause 
into the next appropriate Bill for the purpose of relieving a donee 
of the duty upon a gift received from a testator who died within 
the three years’ limit, but was told that the case was not one for 
the Council to deal with. R. L. H. 

6th November, 1918 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


Jie LYNE’S SETTLEMENT. LYNE v. GIBBS AND OTHERS. 
No. 1, 2th, 28th and 20th Uctober. 
Witt—Hovocrarn UNatrestep Frencn WILL—Testarrix A BRITISH 
Sussect KResiwent in FRANCE—FREEHOLD LAND SETTLED IN 1 RUST FOR 
SaALeE—Gurt or PRoceeps or SALE—PeRsoNnaLTY—Witts Act, 1861 

24 & 25 Vict. 114), s, 8. 

{ share in the proceeds of sale of freehold land in England purchased 
under a power in @ marrwuge selliement, and held upon truses for sale 
contained therein, but not yet in fact converted, ts personalty for all 
purposes, and not realty, and comes within the definition of personalty 
ontained tn section 1 of the Wills Act, 165/, ana t therejore cupadle, 
under the Wills Act, 1861, of being disposed of bya holograph wil made 
by a person resident abroad in ¢ ympliance with the forms imposed by 
tne lex loci, though not attested as required by Lnglish law, 

Decision of Peterson, J. (62 Soricrrors’ JouRNAL, p. 741) reversed. 





Appeal by a defendant from a decision of Peterson, J. By a marriage 
settlement, dated in 1857, property was settled upon trust, in the events 
which happened, after the death of the survivor of the husband and 
wife, for their six children in equal shares, one of whom was Mrs. Innis 
Gibbs. The settlement contained a power to invest funds, at the request 
n writing of the tenants for life, in the purchase of real estate in 
England and Wales, to be held upon the trusts of the settlement, in- 
cluding the trust for sale. Under this power funds subject to the 
settlement were invested in 1892 in the purchase of a freehold farm and 
some ground rents. Mrs. Gibbs was married in 1884, and in 1895 made 
a will in England, giving her residuary estate to her two children in 
equal shares. She subsequently separated from her husband and went 
to live in France, and while there, in 1904, made a holograph unattested 
will, leaving all that she possessed and all that would come to her on 
the death of her father to the defendant, De la Ferté, for his life and 
to will as he pleased. She died in 1907, and this will was admitted to 
probate under the Wills Act, 1861, but as it operated under that Act 
mly with regard to personalty, the will of 1895 was also admitted to 
probate. In 1917 Mre. Gibbs’ father died. The trust property still 


remained invested in freeholds. The trustees of the settlement took 
out an originating summons to determine whether Mrs. Gibbs’ interest . 
in the property was realty or personalty. Peterson, J., held that it was 
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real estate, and therefore incapable of being disposed of by the French 
will of 1904. The defendant De la Ferté appealed 

Tue Court allowed the appeal 

Swinren Eapy, M.R., having stated the facts, proe eeded It was 
not disputed that the testatrix’s will of 1904 was valid as regards its 
execution, having regard to Lord Kingsdown’s Act, and was made 
according to the torm required by the /ew /oci. Again, it was not die 
puted that the language of the will was sufficient, as a matter of con 
struction, to cover the property. Now the question arose, Was it effe 
tive to dispose of her interest in this property? Lord Kingsdown’s 
Act extended only to personal estate, and provided that as regards 
personal estate, a wil executed should be deemed to be well executed. 
The interest was on xth share of the proceeds of sale of property 
which at the mater time was land—a freehold farm and ground rents 
purchased under a power to invest in land. It was a right to have the 
trusts of the settlement carried out and to receive one-sixth part of 


the proceeds of sale, as money It was argued that Mrs. Gibbs and the 
other children wuld all have agreed together that the freehold pro 
perty should not be ! rted and should be taken as land, but, in fact, 
no election was made It might as well be said that money ought to Le 
treated as land because it could be invested in land It was quite 


clear that if Mr Gibbs had died intestate this property would have 
pa sed to her personal representative a per onal estate But it was 
argued that regard must be had to the definitions contained in the Wills 
Act, 1837, and that Lord Kingedown’'s Act must be interpreted by the 
lordship 
definitions of real estate and personal estate in 
rhere could be no question that the pro 


; 


f ti t as being in part materia ith it Hi 


language of that A 
having referred to th 


the Wil Act, continued 


perty in question fe vithin the description of all other property 
which devolve by " ipon the executor or administrator In 
Chandler vy. I’ k& (16 Ch. D. 648, 653), Cotton, L.J., said When 
I look at the rd f the Act of Parliament alone, | find it impossible 
to say that there has not been an exercise of the power as reg irds thi 
fund. for it personal estat that is, it is property which, but for the 


will, would pass to the executors and administrators Then it wae 


said it was an estate, right r interest (other than a chattel interest) in 
real estate The two expre ons real estat and personal estate, 

aa used in the Act, were mutually exclusive An interest must be 
either one or the other, and could not be both real and personal. In 


property was clearly personalty within the 
veen pure and impure personalty 
Much had been addressed 
ind impure personalty 

It was conceded that 


ht be governed by one 


his lordship’s opinion the 
Wills Act, 1837 Che distinction bet 
was an entirely different line of demarcatior 

to the Court on the distinction between pure 
but that had nothing to do with the present case 
the validity of wills as regards formalities m 

law and as regards disposing power by auothe: 
obtained by considering the case of gifts of the proceeds of sale of land 
to alien Du Hourmeli Sheldon (1 Bea 79 Chere it was held that, 
although an alien could not take land devised to him, he could take 
the proc eeds of eale of land devised in trust for sale The incapacity 
of the alien was founded on feudal reasons, not applicable to money 
In his lordship’s opinion the present fund was personal estate within 
the Wills Act, 1837. The appeal must be allowed, and the judgment 


below rever sed 


Duxe, L.J., and Eve, J 


Home assistance was 


delivered jud ment to the same effect, the 


former referring t i¢/.-Gien Brunning (8 H. L. C. 243) COUNSEL, 
Maugham, K.C., and Pawley Bate Z'omlin, K.C und J. I Veshitt; 
Owen Thom} / i / nagton SOLICITORS Dizon, Ward, a 
Dixon, for Sewell & M jham, Paris; Parke & Hammond; Dunn a 


Wilson 

[Reported by H. Layesona Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.} 
PORT OF LONDON AUTHORITY v. GRAY. No. |. 30th and 3ist 

Ovtober. 

CoMPENSATION—-PARTIAL IN 
WorRKMAN IN ARmMy—Pay, 
Depuction oF EARNINGS IN 
Compensation Act, 1906 


NSATION—-RATE 1 
ENLISTMENT OF 
SEPARATION ALLOWANCE 
COMPENSATION—-WORKMEN’'S 
Scnepute I. (3) 


COMP? 
VOLUNTARY 


WoRKMEN’'S 
CAPACITY 
RATION AND 
CALCULATING 
(6 Ep. 7, c. 58), 

for partial incapacity 


Where a workman, in cipt of compensat 
Army 


due to injury caused by accident, voluntar ly enlisted in the 
before the passing of compulsory military service, and was at a later 
date discharged from it, 

Held, that the pay rece ved by him during this period, the cash 
value of his ration allowance, and the amount of the separation allow 
ance made to his wife must be deemed to be his “ earnings,’’ and be 
deducted from the compensation payable to him for the term of his 
army service under Schedule 1. (3) of the Act 

Appeal Ly the employers from an award of his Honour Judge Graham, 
of the Bow County Court I'he workman met with an accident in the 
course of his employment in February, 1912, injuring his leg. He was 
paid £1 a week, half hi weekly earnings, on the basis of 
total incapacity, for over four years, when, having voluntarily enlisted 
under the Derby scheme, he was called up for military service, having 
at first been graded B 1 and given light work. From 14th June, 1916, 
when he joined up, to 6th February, 1917, he received pay at the rate 
of 7s. a week and 12s. separation allowance. On the birth of another 


iverage 


child on 6th February, the separation allowance was increased to 19s 
a week. He received army rations, 


the weekly value of which was 





; agreed at 11s. 











Having spent a large proportion of his service time in 
hospital, he was discharged from the Army as unfit on 4th June, 1918, 
his original incapacity, which it was agreed was only partial while in 
the Army, having been aggravated by active service. No compensation 
having been actually paid to him during this period, the question of 
the proper amount to be paid arose, and the employers filed an applica 
tion to review the agreement and reduce the compensation for the firet 
period of Army service to 10s. a week and for the second period to 3s. 
s week, being the differences Letween £2 and Ws. and 37s. respectively, 
the amounts received weekly for pay, separation allowance and ration 
allowance. The county court judge dismissed the application, holding, 
m the authority of a Scottish case, that army pay and allowances were 
not a fair test of the wages he could earn in civil employment, and ought 
not to be treated as earnings for the purpose of calculating compensa 
tion in cases of partial incapacity within Scheduie I. (3). The employers 
ippealed 

Ine Court allowed the appeal 

Swinren Eapy, M.R., having stated the facts, said that the figures 
f the amounts that might have to be taken into consideration had been 
iwreed between the parties, and no point had been raised in the court 
below that the separation allowance was on any different footing from 
On 7th February, 1917, another 


the rest of the pay and allowances 

ld was born, and an extra 7s. was added to the separation allowance 
reducing the difference between the man’s then pay and allowances and 
his former wages from 10s. to 3s, a- week. That, according to the 
emplovers’ contention is all he was entitled to by way of compensation 
While he was in the Army. On the other hand, counsel for the work- 
man contended that moneys received by way of Army pay were not 
earnings within the Act The county court judge had held that his 


Army pay and allowances could not be taken into consideration. He 
proceeded entirely upon a case, Thomson vy. Watson, in the Court of 
Session It might be that he had an insufficient report of that case 
before him, but, at any rate,*‘he conceived that he was bound by that 
decision to exclude the amounts received for Army pay and allowances 
When that case vas fully reported in 1916, Sess. Cases 53, was 
examined, it afforded really no ground for the conclusion to which the 
learned Judge came. Then the sheriff substitute held that, as the man 
had enlisted, he had made it impossible to apply the test of what he 
vas able to earn in some suitable employment, and therefore he made an 
iward suspending the compensation. ‘The man appealed, and it was held 
that his pay, and a possible further sum, having regard to his earning 
ought to be taken into consideration. His lordship referred 
to Bevan vy. Energlyn Colliery Co. (28 T. L. R. 27) and Heathcote v. 
Haunchwood Colliery Co. (1918, A. C. 52}, and said that the language 
there used made clear what seemed to be sufficiently clear from the words 
of the schedule itself. There were three maxima which the compensation 
vas not in any case to exceed—(1) half the man’s previous earnings ; 
2) £1 a week; (3) half the difference between two sums, the first, the 
weekly earnings before the accident; the second, the amount 
which he was actually earning—that was a mihimum—or, assuming he 
was able to earn more, what he was able to earn in some suitable 
employment. In any case the difference could not be greater than that 
between the original earnings and the amount actually earned, but it 
But it was argued that military pay ought not to be 
here was, however, authority to the contrary. 
‘* Raphael’ (1911, A. C. 413), in consider- 
ing what a man’s average weekly earnings were, it was held that his 
retaining pay as a reserve stoker in the Royal Naval Reserve must be 
taken, into consideration In his lordship’s opinion no distinction 
could be drawn between what a man received, whether from civil earn- 
il or military pay, for the purposes of fixing compensation, 
Not only wages but all wances, such as the provision of a uniform, must 
be taken into consideration : Great Northern Railway Co.-y. Dawson 
1905, 1 K. B. 331), and also money earned in a business of the man’s 
own : Norman & Burt v. Walder (1904, 2 K. B. 27). In his lordship’s 
opinion the county court judge was wrong in excluding the sums of 30s. 
and 37s. a week paid to, or for the benefit of, the man while he was in 
the Army. The appeal must be allowed, and the award must proceed 
on the lines that the man could only receive 10s. a week for the first 
period and 3s. for the second, the new figures being substituted for the 
old 
Duke, L.J., and Eve, 
CounseL. Sir Ernest Pollock, K.C., and C. BR. 
Sotictrors, Ernest Glenshaw; Walter H. Cowl. 


whic h 


pacity, 


average 


might be less 
taken into account 
In Brandy v. Owners of 


ings or nay 


J., delivered judgment to the same effect.— 
Marriott; D. Warde. 


[Reported by H. Laneronp Lewis, Barrieter-at-Law.) 


BLOOM v. NATIONAL FEDERATION OF DISCHABGED AND 
DEMOBILISED SAILORS AND SOLDIERS. No2. 4th November. 


War—Votunrary FeDERATION—AcTION AGAINST FEDERATION IN REGIS- 
rerep Name—War CHARITrIFs Act, 1916 (6 & 7 Gro. 5, c. 43), 8. 1. 


The provisions of the War Charities Act, 1916, under which alone 
subscriptions and donations may he collected from the public, has not 
altered the rule that an action will not lie agajnst an unincorporated 
body. 

Held, therefore, that an action brought against the defendant charit- 
able federation in its registered name was not maintainable, as the 
federation was an unincorporated body, and was not, by the provisions 
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of the Act, put in a position analogous to that either of a trade union 
or a partnership. 

Appeal by the defendants from an order of Roche, J., at chambers, 
reversing an order of the Master, who had set aside the writ and state- 
ment of claim delivered in the action upon the ground that no action 
was maintainable at law against the detendants, as they were an un- 
incorporated body. The piaintiff contended that this disability was 
removed by reason of the provisions in the War Charities Act, 1916 
The Federation consisted of a large number of members, who subscribed 
ls. each. The plaintiff was himself a member, and he claimed to 
recover £729, the balance of an amount due for printing work don 
and goods supplied to the order of the local committee. 


Bankes, L.J., in giving judgment, said he thought the appeal should 
be allowed and the order of the Master dismissing the action restored 
The defendants were a voluntary association, and, apart from any pro 
visions in the War Charities Act, 1916, stood in the same position as 
any other voluntary body. It wags contended that the effect of the 
statute was to put them in the same position as if they were a trade 
union. He thought that contention was unsound, because the statute 
was not an enabling Act. It was an Act passed for the protection of 
the charitable public. Nowhere did it provide that the charity was to 
be incorporated or that it could be sued in the name it had adopted. 
Such a society had no power to ask for subscriptions from the public 
unless it was registered, and unless the provisions of the Act concerning 
the receipt and allocation of the subscriptions were complied with. The 
difficulty was, How could the writ be properly served on all the members 
of such an association? There was no provision in the rules of the 
Federation which enabled the writ to be served upon the present 
defendants. The plaintiff had attempted to treat the matter as if the 
defendants were a partnership firm, but the Federation was not and 
never had been a firm. As to the decision in Taff Vale Railway v. 
Amalgamated Society of Railway Servants (1901, A. C. 426), it did 
not, in his opinion, assist the plaintiff; This Court had no authority 
to adapt the decision to modern requirements, particularly when it ran 
counter to all the accepted rules of law in reference to the suing of 
voluntary societies. He was also of opinion that the fact that there 
were difficulties in the way of suing an unincorporated body would not 
of itself justify the Court in extending a rule to the contrary which had 
received the approval of the Courts to meet this case. 

WARRINGTON and Scrutton, L.JJ., concurred, and the appeal was 
accordingly allowed.—CounseL, for the appellants, Foote, K.C., and 
Russell Davies; for the respondent, Aemp, K.C., and O'Malley. Sot 
crrors, H. J. Gamlin; Carter & Vo. 

[Reported by Ensxine Reip, Barrister-at-Law.) 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re WHITE PASS AND YUKON RAILWAY CO. (LIM.) Younger, J. 
24th October. 
CompaNy—ScCHEME OF ARRANGEMENT—ReDUCTION or CariTAL—CoM 
PANIES (CONSOLIDATION) Act, 1908 (8 Epw. 7, c. 69), 8. 120. 

Where a scheme of arrangement involves a reduction of capital, all 
the requirements of the Companies (C onsolidation) Act, 1908, with 
regard to reduction of capital must be complied with, 

In Re Guardian Assurance Co, (1917, 1 CA. 431). 

This was an application to sanction a scheme of arrangement involv 
ing a reduction of capital. The facts of the scheme are immaterial, 
but a question was raised as to whether it was necessary to advertise the 
petition for sanctioning the scheme, in view of the fact that it involved 
a reduction of capital. The cases of Re 7'ea Corporation (1904, 1 Ch. 12) 
and Re Guardian Assurance Co. (1917, 1 Ch. 451) were referred to. 

Youncer, J., after stating the facts, said :—Where a scheme of 
arrangement involves a reduction of capital, all the requirements of 
the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, with regard to cases of 
reduction of capital must be complied with. It is therefore necessary 
to advertise the petition for sanctioning the scheme, unless the Court 
has dispensed with advertisements.—CounseL, The Hon. Frank Russell 
and Bryan Fawer Whinney. Souictrors, Kekewich, Smith & Kaye; 
Norton Rose, Barrington, & Co. 

{Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.) 


King’s Bench Division. 


PAGE v. SULLY. Div. Court. 17th October. 
AvcriongeR—SaLe sy AUCTION—-NON-DiscCLosure or PRINCIPALS— 
LuaBiniry or AUCTIONEER—LoT [NCLUDED BY MISTAKE IN CATALOGUE 
Non-Detivery To Buyer—-KNOWLEDGE or OWNERSHIP BY BUYER. 

In the catalogue of a sale by auction a lot marked 103 to 109* was 
included, being various bundles of paper. Item 109* was a bundle which 
the auctioneer did not intend to be in the catalogue, and he purpose d to 
sell it separately. It was, however, knocked down to the plaintiff, and 
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Held, that the various owners of the lote not being disclosed as the 
principals, and there being no disclaimer by the auctioneer of personal 
liability, the auctioneer was personally liable for non-delivery ; and the 
fact that the buyer icctdent lly learned of the owne rship of lot 109* 


was not material 


Appeal from the Shoreditch county court, The defendant in this case 
Was an auctionee He had been instructed to sell by auction various 
bundles of paper, and he prepared acatalogue of the various lots. In this 

stalogue it was stated that the auctioneer had received instructions to 
sell ** By order of Mr. J. Spurling and others.’’ Plaintiff was a bidder 


for and purchaser of lots 103 to 109* in the catalogue, which were put 
up in one lot and knocked down to the plaintiff. Lot 109* was a parcel 
of brown paper which the auctioneer, the defendant, did not know was 
in the catalogue; he, in fact, thought it was not in this catalogue, and 
he intended to sell it separately. Under this impression the defendant 
put up this parcel for bidding separately, and it was sold to a third 
person, who obtained possession of it. The plaintiff learned that, in 


fact, this bundle belonged to Mr. Spurling, but the catalogue did not 

ay that it belonged to Mr. Spurling. The plaintiff brought this action 
to recover the damages he had sustained by reason of the non-delivery 
to him by the defendant of this particular lot 109", which had been 
knocked down to the plaintiff. The county court judge held that, as 


the defendant never intended to sell the bundle marked 109* to the 
plaintiff, he was not liable to the plaintiff in damages for its non- 
delivery to him. The plaintiff appealed from this decision. The de 
fendant contended (1) that he was not liable inasmuch as he had dis 
closed his principal; (2) that, if liable at all on contract, his liability 
did not extend to delivery of the goods to the plaintiff 

Row tart, J The plaintiff's action, variously formulated, is really 
based on the fact that certain bundles were included in the auctioneer’s 
catalogue. One of these bundles marked 109* he bid for, and it was 


knocked down to him, and he paid for it; yet, notwithstanding this, 
the auctioneer failed to deliver that particular bundle. The learned 
county court judge has given judgment for the defendant, on the ground 


that the defendant did not know that this bundle was in the catalogue 
marked 109*, and that he did not intend to offer it in the parcel the 
plaintiff bought. It is difficult to understand why the defendant should 
not be liable, assuming his liability is based on contract. The defendant 
sel's 109". Whether he knows what this is or not does not matter. He 
has to produce something which is 109%. When articles so marked are 
on the premises, why is not this sale good? Counsel for the defendant 
objected that he was not liable on contract because he was acting for a 
disclosed principal. The sale was held on the catalogue, which had 
been published It was headed “ By order of Mr. J. Spurling and 
others,”” and under this ‘‘ Mr. John Sully is instructed to sell by anction.”’ 
At that stage, what is the position disclosed’? It is that a sale of goods 
is ordered by ‘‘ Mr. Spurling and others,’ a sale of goods of mixed 
title and instructions, and it is perfectly clear that the position taken up 
was that the auctioneer was going to sell goods belonging to various 
owners who had given him authority so to do. If a purchaser does not 
pay him, as the agent of the owners, the auctioneer may sue him, and 
if the auctioneer does not produce the goods for delivery to the pur 
chaser, the latter may sue him. It happened that after the sale the 
purchaser did know that this particular parcel 109* belonged to Mr. 
Spurling, and the contention was that this accidental knowledge dis- 
placed, as regards this transaction, the basis of the whole auction sale as 
it had been revealed by the form of the catalogue. I cannot agree to 
this at all. I think this is one of those cases where the auctioneer was 
party to the contract, and as he was selling these chattels on terms 
such as those appearing in the announcements of the catalogue, his con- 
tract extended to make him liable to deliver the goods As he was 
not able to deliver he was therefore liable in an action for non-delivery 
or for the value of the goods. The appeal should be allowed. 

McCarprr, J.: I agree. If an anctioneer makes it perfectly clear 





he paid for it, but the auctioneer refused to deliver tt to him. The 
catalogue announced the sale as being ‘ By order of Mr. J. Spurling 


and others.” The buyer brought an action for damages against th 
» @uctioneer. “ 


that he is selling on behalf of a specified principal, as to whom there 
can be no doubt, it may well be that the auctioneer will not be per 
sonally responsible to the buyer That seems to be the effect of Main 
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Price v. Westley (6 B. & 3S. 420), a case where the principal was named. 
It may also be that by proper language an auctioneer may, even when 
he does not disclose his principal, declare that he will not be responsible 
in any way, and so save himself from personal liability ; but the language 
must be undoubtedly clear, so as to negative any contractual liability 
on his part. But where neither of these facts exist, then an auctioneer 
is clearly liable personally to a buyer (Wolf v. Horne, 2 Q. B. D. 355), 
which followed Williams vy. Millington (1 H. Bl. 81), as to the right of 
an auctioneer to sue upon the contract in respect to having a lien on the 
goods, a particular status, and a peculiar position by virtue of his being 
an auctioneer. If so, it would follow he is prima facie liable on the con 
tract. In the present case there was no disclosure of material facts as 
to the principals in respect of separate and distinct lots. The mere 
fact that the plaintiff had, as buyer, accidental notice of the ownership of 
this particular item is not material. There is no answer to the plaintiff's 
claim. Appeal allowed.—Counse., W. FR. Warren, for appellant; 
P. B. Morle, for respol dent Soricttors, Palmer d Robinson; C. 2 
Smith & Hudson 
[Reported by G. H, Kworr, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Probate, Divorce and Admiralty 


Division. 
KENWORTHY wv. KENWORTHY. Horridge, J. 2ist October. 


Divorcy—Practice—Wirr’s Perition ror Dissolution or MARRIAGE— 
HvusBann’s ANsWer CouUNTER-CHARGING PeTiITIONER’s ADULTERY WITH 
A NAMED MAN AND AN UNKNOWN MAN—NAMED Man Must be Crrep 
AND Leave Optarnep To Dispense wirn Crtinc Tor UNKNOWN MAN 
MATRIMONIAL CaUses Acts, 1857 (20 & 21 Vicr. c. 85), s. 28, anv 1866 
(29 & 3O Vicr. c. 32), s. 2 
Where a hushand, by his anawer to hia wife 
of marriage, counter-charges her with adultery he must cite any man, 
whose name he knows, with whom he alle (ea adultery ; and he*“muat 
weed without ceting any unknown man with whom 


s petition fo dissolution 


apply jor leave to pr 


he alle qe e adultery n the same manner as if he had presented a 
petition for divor n the ame qi unda li he haa omitted to take 
either of thease slep the } oceedings ¢ re not in order, and the registrar's 
certificate that th wre rder, under Divorce Rule 206, will be 
properly refuse 1, and the wife’ petit will not b et down for 
hearing until the def t ia cured 

This was a summo wdjourned into Com The wife petitioned for 
dissolution of her irriage on the grounds of her husband's cruelty and 
adultery The husband det | the charges by his answer, and also 
counter-charged the petitioner with adultery with a man whom he 


ywn, and asked for a dissolution of 
sufficient time had 
to have the answer 


named, and also with a man unkn 
marriage on that ground. The petitioner, after 
elapsed, took out a summons before the registrar 
taken off the file on the ground that the respondent had not cited the 
man named, nor obtained the leave of the Court to proceed without 
citing the unknown man Ihe registrar refused to make any order on 
the summons, but also refused to give his certificate under rule 206 that 
the pleadings and proceedings were in order, and added a note to his 


order ‘‘ prayer for dissolution of marriage in answer The effect of 
this refusal was to prevent the ca being set down for trial. The 
petitioner appealed from this order to the Judge in Chambers, who 


adjourned the case into Court for argument Counsel for the petitioner 
submitted that there was no relief claimed by the answer against the 
man charged with committing adultery, although the respondent claimed 
er those circumstances there was no necessity for that 
man to be made a party, and the proceedings were in order In any 
case the petitioner was not in fault, and it was a great hardship on her 
that the certificate should be refused, and her petition held up on 


a divorce Under 


account of the default of the respondent. The sections governing the 
practice were sections 28, 31, 33, and 4 of the Matrimonial Causes 
A 


Act, 1857, and section 2 of the amending Act of 1866. The Court 
might give relief, but no relief was claimed here. [Horrivae, J 

** According to the Act of 1866, s. 2, the respondent is entitled to the 
same relief as if he had filed a petition The question whether in 
such a case & man named as an adulterer had a right to intervene arose 
in Curling v. Curling (1888, 14 P. D. 13), Wheeler y Wheeler and 
Rhodes (1889, 14 P. D. 154), Harrop v. Herre p (1899, P. 61), and Lows 
v. Lowe (1899, P, 204), and the result of those cases was that a man so 
named had no right to intervene, except where relief was claimed. 
By the same reasoning he need not be made a party to the suit In 


Curling v. Curling (supra), which was a similar case to this, Butt, J., 
doubted whether he had power to make a man named as guilty of 
adultery a co-respondent, but gave the petitioner leave to proceed 


without making him a party In Wheeler v. Wheeler and Rhodes 
(supra) the same judge, with some doubt, allowed the man so named to 
intervene, because the husband asked for further and other relief. In 
Harrop v. Harrop (supra) and Lowe v. Lowe (supra) it was held that, 
where the husband did not ask for cross-relief, the Court would not 
allow the man named as guilty of adultery to intervene. It seemed to 
follow that the husband could not be bound to make such a man a co- 
respondent when he asked for no relief against him. Counsel for 
respondent replied. 





It’s WaR-TIMRk. BuT—Don’t FORGET 
THE MIDDLESEX HOSPITAL. 
Irs RESPONSIBILITIES ARB GREAT AND MUST BE MET. 





Horripes, J.: The point to be decided is important, as affecting the 
practice in this Division. I have very little doubt, and when I heard 
the matter in Chambers I had very little doubt, what my decision ought 
to be. But as the case may go further, I thought it advisable to have it 
argued in open court, that I might have further assistance and the 
full consideration of all the cases insured. The way in which the point 
arises is this (the learned Judge then recapitulated the steps taken in 
the suit as already set out, and continued :] The question whether the 
registrar was rignt depends upon the consideration of the question in 
what respects a respondent making a cross-claim is bound by the same 
practice as a petitioner is bound by on filing a petition. In other words, 
has such « respondent to serve a man named in his cross-claim and t 
apply for leave to dispense with a man who is unknown to him? The 
question mainly turns upon section 28 of the Matrimonial Causes Act 
of 1857, and section 2 of the Act of 1866. By section 28 it is quite 
clear that the husband would have to make the named man a co- 
respondent, and apply for leave to dispense with the unknown man, if 
petitioner; but in this case he is not the petitioner; but by the Act of 
1866, s. 2, he is entitled to the same relief as if he had filed a petition 
That relief would have to be under section 28, combined with section 31 
of the Act of 1857 (there being no question of damages here), and the 
only way in which it can be given is by conforming to the provisions of 
the statute, and making the man charged a co-respondent. It would be 
a strange result of the two statutes if relief could be obtained under the 
second of them under different conditions to those obtaining under the 
first. Further than this, one must look at the reasons for requiring the 
adulterer to be before the Court. That appears quite clear by the 
judgment of Butt. J., in Wheeler v. Wheeler and Rhodes (supra), 
where he says : ‘‘ It is desirable, as a matter of public policy, that the 
Court should be possessed of all information on one side and the other 
before it proceeds to dissolve the marriage.’’ One of the means the 
Court has of putting itself in possession of the facts is by summoning 
the man charged with committing adultery, who knows more than any 
one else. It 1s also a safeguard against collusion. As far as the policy 
of the Court is concerned, it is most desirable that the same practice 
should be in force under both statutes. The question for me is 
whether the authorities force me to a different conclusion. The first ot 
them is Cyrling v. Curling (supra), In that case the husband, who wa 
counter-charging his wife with adultery, and praying for a divorce, in 
fact made an application to be allowed to proceed without making a 
co-respondent, and an order was made accordingly ; but Butt, J., said 

My doubt is whether I should have the power to make a man a co 
respondent under such circumstances as these. However, I will allow 
you to proceed without a co-respondent, as you ask; but I must not be 
taken to decide that | have the power to make a man a co-respondent 
in such a suit.” That is going further than deciding whether th« 
husband is bound to cite the man, because it suggests that there is no 
power to make him a co-réspondent, although part of the relief claimed 
might be the assessment of damages. To my mind, however, there is 
ample jurisdiction, as otherwise in such case the husband could not get 
the same relief as if he were petitioner, as the Act of 1866 enacts 
The next case is Wheeler v. Wheeler and Rhodes (supra). In that 
case, a wife’s petition, the respondent’s husband did not seek a divorce 
although he counter-charged his wife with adultery with a man whom 
he named, and who obtained an order from the Judge in Chambers per 
mitting him to intervene. On the respondent moving to discharge th: 
order, Butt, J., confirmed his order in Chambers, and allowed the inter 
vention, although no divorce was claimed. The answer of the husband, 
however, contained a claim for further or other relief, and Butt, J., 
was of opinion that those words would have been sufficient to entit!: 
him to grant a divorce, and that, as under the later Act, he could grant 
the same relief under an answer as in the case of an original petition, he 
ought also to allow the intervention. In Harrop v. Harrop (supra) 
Gorell Barnes, J., in commenting on the Judge's decision in Wheel: 
v. Wheeler and Rhodes (supra), said: ‘‘ My impression is that he 
thought that the respondent could have been compelled to cite the 
applicant, and that it did not much matter whether he was cited o1 
allowed to intervene.”’ I myself should have thought that section 28 
of the Act of 1857, there having been no previous power to intervene i 
the Ecclesiastical Court, limited the right to intervene. But the Court 
of Appeal, in Lowe v. Lowe (supra), followed Harrop v. Harrop (supra 
and the decision below of Sir F. Jeune in the case then before them, and 
in affirming those two decisions expressly indicated the only case in 
which intervention can properly be allowed. They say: ‘‘ But if, « 
the other hand, as in the case before Butt, J., of Wheeler v. Wheeler 
and Rhodes, he draws his defence in such a way that it can be fair! 
construed as asking for some relief further than the dismissal of the 
petition, the intervention of a third party can be allowed.”” — For 
practical purposes it does not much matter whether he is cited or inter 
venes. That decision of the Court of Appeal affirming the two othe: 
cases comes to this : Where there is no claim for cross-relief there can 
be no intervention by any person charged, except under section 28 of the 
Act of 1857. That being so, there is no direct authority that, when cross 
relief is claimed, the alleged ‘adulterer must be made a party, but there 
is the authority I have referred to of Barnes and Butt, JJ., whose 
decisions are approved by the Court of Appeal in Lowe v. Lowe (supra ' 
and therefore the position is that the man charged is allowed to inter 
vene, if relief is claimed, but nothing can compel the husband to cite 
him if no relief is claimed. There is, however, in the judgment in 
Harrop v. Harrop (supra) a sentence exactly meeting this case. In 
speaking of the power of the Court to pronounce a decree of dissolution. 
Gorell barnes, J., says: “ This can only be done where the answer 




















——. 


the 
ard 
ght 
6 it 
the 
int 
i in 
the 
L in 
ame 
rds, 
it 
The 
Act 
uite 
co- 
1, i 
t ol 
lon 
n 31 
the 
s ol 
i be 
the 
the 
the 
the 
Ta), 
the 
ther 
the 
ning 
any 
plicy 
ctice 
© 18 
it of 
wa 
BP, it 
ng a 
aid 
» co 
low 
rt be 
dent 
the 
s no 
imed 
re 1s 
t get 
acts 
that 
orce 
yhom 
per 
e the 
ntetr 
yand 
— 
atitl 
yrant 
n, he 
(pra 
reele 
it’ he 
» the 
ed ol 
on 28 
nme i 
Court 
spra 
ls and 
se in 
if, 
heeler 
fair! 
f the 
For 
inter 
other 
‘e can 
of the 
cros- 
there 
whose 
upre . 
inter 
o cite 
mt in 
“Tat 
ution, 
new er 





Nov. 9, 1918 








THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. [Vol. 63.) $7 





contains a claim for cross-relief, and in that case the respondent, if a 
husband, is bound to make the alleged adulterer a co-respondent, as he 
would have had to do if he had presented a cross-petition.”’ I therefore 
think that, for three reasons, the respondent must make the named 
adulterer a co-respondent to his cross-claim, and get leave to dispense 
with the unnamed one. First, by statute he is entitled to the same 
relief as if he had filed a cross-petition, and such would not be the case 
without his joining the one co-respondent and getting leave to dispense 
with the other; secondly, the principle that the Court is to have the 
advantage of having the co-respondent present to prevent collusion 
applies equally to an original petition and to an answer; and, thirdly, 
there is high authority which says so in so many words. I think the 
registrar was right, and I affirm his order. The appeal will be dis 
missed, and no costs of the wife will be taxed against the husband in 
respect of it. Leave to appeal.—Counse,, Rigby Swift, K.C., and 
Acton Pile, for the petitioner; W. O. Willis) for the respondent. 
Soricrtors, Hamlins, Grammer, & Hamilins, for the petitioner; G. A. 
Herbert, for the respondent. 

[Reported by C. G. Tatsor-Ponsonsr, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Solicitors’ Cases. 
Solicitor Ordered to be Struck Off the Rolls. 


23rd October.—Arnert Lewis GREENBURG. 
Solicitors Ordered to be Suspended. 
23rd October.—JoHn Henry Butrerworth, of 6, Exchange-buildings, 
St. Mary's Gate, Manchester. Ordered to be suspended for six months. 


23rd October.—Prrcy Bono, of 24, Great Marlborough-street, W; 
Ordered to be suspended for twelve months, to date from 24th 
November, 1918. 





New Orders, &c. 


War Orders and Proclamations, &c. 


The London Gazette of lst November contains the following 





1. An Order in Council, dated lst November, making additions to the 
Statutory List under the I'rading with the Enemy (Extension of Powers) 
Act, 1915, as follows :— 

Argentina, Paraguay, and Uruguay (2); Brazil (5); Chile (9); 
Guatemala (2); Honduras (1); Mexico (37); Morocco (1); Nether- 
Jands (4}; Netherlands East indies (9); Panama (1); Peru (3); 
Spain (4); Sweden (1); Venezuela (3). 

2. A Notice of Appointments to Military Appeal Tribunals as follows : 
County of Cornwall (1); County of Hertford (2). 

The London Gazette of 5th November contains the following : 


5. A Notice under the Trading with the Enemy Ameddment Act, 
1918, that an Order has been made by the Boara of ‘lrade for the 
realization and distribution of the assets of the following business : 
Pauf Martin & Co., of 101, Aldersgate-street, London, E.U., Commission 
Merchant; and a Notice that an Order has been made requiring the 
business of C, G. Sanders & Co., of Palmerston House, Uld Broad- 
street, E.C., Bristle and Hide Merchants, to be wound up. 

4. Admiralty Notices to Mariners as follows :— 

(1) No. 1280 of the year 1918. British Islands. /nformation with 
regard to Extinction of Lights and Discontinuance or Removal of Aids to 
Navigation. 

(2) No. 1287 of the year 1918. England, South Coast. (1) Falmouth 
Harbour Approach—T'raffic Regulations. (2) Penzance Bay—T raffic 
Regulations. 

(5) No. 1286 of the year 1918. England, South Coast. Vor Bay 
Approaches—T rafic Regulations, 

(4) No. 1289 of the year 1918. England, South-East Coast 
Channel—T raffic Regulations, 

(5) No. 1290 of the year 1918. Scotland, North-East Coast, with 
Orkney and Shetland Isles. 

(6) No. 1291 of the year 1918. Scotland, West Coast—Firth of Clyde, 
Isle of Arran. Lamlash Harbour Entrances—T raffic Regulations. 

(7) No. 1292 of the year 1918. Irish Channel. Hathlin Sound—Closed 
to traffic. 

(8) No. 1293 of the year 1918. Ireland, East Coast. Belfast Lough— 
Traffic Regulations. 


Most of the above are republications of former Notices. 


Dover 





Food Orders. 
THE CATTLE FEEDING STUFFS (DISTRIBUTION) ORDER, 
1918. 


1. Restriction on supplying or obtaining Cattle Feeding Stuffs.J}—A 
person shall not on or after the 17th November, 1918, obtain or attempt 
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to obtain Cattle Feeding Stuffs from any person or supply or attempt 
to supply any Cattle Feeding Stuffs to any person except under and in 
accordance with the provisions of this Order, 


2. Power to sell to holders of certificates.}—A person named as a sup- 
plier, in a certificate granted under this Order, may supply to the person 
therein named or reterred to as the buyer, Cattle Feeding Stuffs of the 
lasses and up to the quantity and subject to the conditions 
mentioned in, or applicable under such certificate 


Ciass or 


3. Power to holders of certincates to buy.j|—A person named or re- 
ferred to as a buyer in a certificate granted under this Urder may obtain 
irom the person named therein as the supplier, Cattle Feeding Stuffs 
of the class or classes and up to the quantity and subject to the con- 
ditions mentioned in or applicable under such certificate. 

4. Cattle Feeding Stuffs to be used in accordance with certificate. J— 
A person shall not use or permit to be used any Cattle Feeding Stuffs 
obtained under a certificate granted under this Urder except in accord. 
ance with the terms and conditions mentioned in or applicable under 
such certificate 

Producers, makers or dealers not to use Cattle Feeding Stuffs to 
Feed to Live Stoct a) A producer or maker of or a dealer in Cattle 
Feeding Stulfs shall rot on or after the 17th November, 1918 (except 
under and in accordance with tue provisions of this Order or of any 
directions given thereunder), use any Cattle Feeding Stuffs produced, 
acquired or obtained by him in the course of his occupation, trade or 
business for the purpose of feeding his live stock. 

(4) Nothing in this Clause shall prevent : 

i) a person who has made an ap} lication for a certificate under 
this Order from using for the purpose of feeding to his live stock 
any Cattle Feeding Stuffs mentioned in such application as being 
in hand at the date thereof ; or 

(ii) a person from using for the purpose of feeding his live stock 
uny Cattle Feeding Stufts which he might lawfully have obtained 
and fed to such live stoek otherwise than under a certificate 

6. Power to Food Controller to qrant certificates }—The Food Con 
troller or any person authorized by him may grant certificates under 
this Order on such terms and conditions as he may from time to time 
determine and may revoke any certificate, and may trom time to time by 
general or special notice vary the quantity or class of Cattle Feeding 
Stuffs obtainable under any certificate or*any class of certificate. 

7. Grading of certificates. ] 


9. Power to Food Controller to give directions.}—(a) Directions may 
from time to time be given by or under the authority of the Food 
Controller relating to : 


(i) Records to be kept and returns to be made by any person who 
deals in Cattle Feeding Stuffs or who has obtained any Cattle 
Feeding Stuffs upon a certificate granted under this Order 

(ii) The endorsement on certificates of particulars of the class and 
quantity of Cattle Feeding Stuffs supplied thereon, and 

iii) any other matter in connection with the trade or business of 
any person dealing in Cattle Feeding Stuffs. 

(6) All persons concerned shall comply with any directions given by 
or under the authority of the Food Controller, and shall permit any 
person authorized by the Food Controller to inspect any records directed 
to be kept under this clause. 

10 Saving Clause in case of Maize, Maize Products and Poultry 
Mixtures.) 


11. Provisions of Horses (Rationing) Order, 1918, to be observed.J— 
Nothing in this Order shall be taken to authorize any cereal foodstuffs 
to be fed to horses in contravention of the provisions of the Horses 
Rationing) Order, 1918, or any other Order of the Food Controller 
restricting the amount of cereal foodstuffs to be fed to horses, 


12. Falee statements.) 
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13. /nterpretation.}—For the purposes of this Order :— 
The expression ‘‘ Horse ’’ shall include mare, gelding, filly, pony, 

ass and mule 
The expression ‘‘ Cattle Feeding Stuffs ’’ shall mean oil cakes and 
meals and other cattle feeding cakes and cattle feeding meals of 


every variety, millers’ offals, millers’ screenings, barley offals, oat 
offals, malt culms, brewers’ grains, distillers’ grains, maize, gluten 
feed, paisley meal, maize germ meal, hominy chop and other maize 


products, molassed f 


going articles, but does not include d 
I utable for human food 


ls and mixtures containing any of the fore 
g biscuits or any of the fore 


going articies which are 
14. Leception.) 
15. Revocation.}—The Cattle Feeding Stuffs (Priority Supply) Order, 


1918, is hereby revoked as at the 17th November, 1918, without pre 
judice to any proceedings in respect of any infringements thereof 


17 Title and commen ment. | This Order may be ited as the Cattle 
Feeding Stuffs (Distribution) Order, 1918 
14th October 

















DATED THE 14tn OCTOBER, 1918, AMENDING THE 
DREDGE CORN ORDER, 1917, 

In exercise of the powers conferred upon him by the Defence of t 
Realm Regulations and of all other powers enabling him in that behalt, 
the Food Controller hereby orders that the Dredge Corn Order, 191i 
[62 SOLICITOR JOURNAL, | 125) (hereinafter called the Principal 
Order), shall be amended as follows : 





ORDER, 


ne 


l, in Clause 2 (a) of the Principal Order, the words the Grain 
(Prices) Order, 1918, shall be substituted for the words “ the Grain 
(Prices) Order, 1917 

2. Copies of the Principal Order hereinafter to be printed under the 


authority of His Majesty's Stationery Office shall be printed with the 


substitution provided for by Clause 1 of this Order, and the Principal 
Urder shall on and after the date of this Order take effect as if it had 
been made with such substitution 


14th October. 


THE MILK DISTRIBUTION) ORDER, 1918 

l. Virections relating to milk} a) The Food Controller o1 any person 
authorized by Him in that behalt may Irom time to tume issue directions 
relating to the collection, allocation, distribution or treatment of milk, 


and in particular may ; 


(1) fix the proportion or amount of milk which may be retained 
by a producer for the purpose of his wholesale or retail trade or fot 
any other purpose ; 

(1) ix the maximum quantity of milk which may be acquired 
by any person in any period and the persons trom whom milk may 
be acquired by him ; 

(111) direct that any producer or dealer in milk shall sell or deliver 
the whole or any part of his milk to any person or place; 

(iv) restrict or regulate the sale or delivery of milk by any person 
to any other person or to any place; and 

(v) fix the maximum amount of liquid milk which any person 
may use ll any period for any manulacturing purpose, 

(6) Directions given under this clause may be given so as to apply 


generally or so as to apply to any special lo ality, or so as to apply to 
any special producer, dealer or person or class of producers, dé alers or 
persons, and shall Have effect notwithstanding any contract entered into 
by the person to whom the directions are given. Where any such direc 
tions have been given it shall be the duty of all persons concerned to 
comply therewith, and a person shall not sell, use o1 dispose of any 
milk to which such directions apply except in accordance with such 
directions. . 


2. Interpretation.}—For the purposes of this Order ‘“ Milk” shall 
include condensed milk, dried milk, milk preparations and butter-milk. 

5. Penalty.) 

4. Title and extent of Order.}—(a) This Orde r be vd 
Milk (Distribution) Oudec, Ios oe ae ae 

(6) This Order does not apply to Ireland. 

Sth October, 


The following Food Orders have also been issued :— 
So a a (No. 2) Order, 1918, dated 10th October. 
1e0 Milk Registration of Dealers) Amend rde ; 
Pr. RN nee rs) mendment Order, 1918, 
The Raw Beef and Raw Mutton Fat (Licensing of Purchase 
Order, 1918, Notice under, dated 14th October. SK: 
rhe Importers (Returns) Order, 1918, Notice under, dated 15th 
October. 
Order amending the Oats (Scotland and Ireland Restri: 
Order, 1918, dated 16th October. ; f om 


meeting vi the sharehoiders 
I 


approey 
purchase will be completed at Christmas next. ‘Lhe proposed sale was 


tirst announced in the Z'imes last Thursday. 


declining. 


ought to be considered. 


sort or kind, no debentures or mortgages. 





Order dated 20th September, amending the Meat (Maximum 
Prices) Order, 1917. 

The Rationing Order, 1918, directions under as to Equivalent 
Weights of Meat, dated 24th September. 

The Imported Onions Order, 1918, dated 25th September. 

The Rationing Order, 1918, directions under, relating to Dealings 
in and Stocks of Rationed Food. 

The Apples and Perry Pears (Sales) Order, 1918, General Licence 
under, dated 26th September. 

The Rationing Order, 1918, directions under, dated 2nd October. 

The Wholesale Milk Dealers (Control) Order, 1918, dated 5th 
October. 

The Potatoes Order, 1918, General Licence under, dated 27th 
September. 

The Vegetarian Butter and Vegetarian Lard (Maximum Prices) 
Order, 1918, dated 14th October. 

Order amending the Rationing Order, 1918, dated 15th October. 

Order dated 18th October, 1918, amending the Butter Order, 1918. 

The Sale of Sweetmeats in Theatres (Restriction) Order, 1918, 
dated 17th October. 





The Sale of the Mart. 


Mr. Daniel Watney presided on Wednesday, says the 7'imes, at a 
rs ol the Auctioa Mart Co. (Limited), at ‘loken 
se-yard, to consider the question of the proposed sale of the Mart 
w the Bank of England for £120,000. In the result the meeting 
ed the sale, ninetesa voting for it and only five agamst. The 


Mr, Watney said that the sales at the Mart had gone down very 
much indeed, as auctioneers were noW selling, not only in the country, 
but at their own sale-rooms, and the income ot the company was steadily 
Che question of selling the Mart and ‘holding auctions on a 
was raised at their last annual meeting in March, when 
altel expressed the Opilon that if they could get an offer it 
Lhe premises occupied a position of considerable 
vaiue for monetary or commercial purposes. The Mart had an area of 





3,675 square feet, and there were 21,140 shares of £5, fully paid, half 


preterence and half ordinary. The building had no encumbrances of any 
Iwo offers had recently been 
made for the purchase of the Mart, one of £116,100, and the other of 
£120,000, by the Bank of England. The latter had been provisionally 
accepted, and if the sale were carried out it would remmburse them their 
entire capital of £105,700, and would leave a balance of £14,500 for the 
expenses of liquidation. Out of that sum the company would have to pay 
increment duty, and he could not say how much that would amount to. 
Some few years ago the district valuer put the provisional valuation 
under the Finance Act at £58,800. The company objected to that 
figure on the ground of inadequacy, and the matter went over, and 
nothing had been done in regard to it since. The Bank’s offer would pay 
them off in full. There had been no market for the shares for some 
years, and the last quotation was about £2 10s., so the shareholders 
would benefit to the extent of £2 10s. at once. Both classes of shares 
stood at about the same figure. 

My. Alfred Moore said that as an auctioneer who had practised for 
many years in London he protested agaist the sale. If the company 
wished to sell, the least they could do would be to give the auctioneers 
of London an opportunity of buying the Mart. ‘Lhe suggested sale, 
announced in the Zimes of Tharsday last, came to auctioneers almost 
like a bombshell. The Mart was established, as far as he knew, partly m 
the interests of auctioneers, and the majority of shareholders, though 
perhaps not all auctioneers, had probably derived their interest through 
auctioneers originally. When would the sale be completed? To shew 
the way auctioneers were treated in this matter, he had a notice in his 
pocket saying that he might book rooms for 1919 in the ordinary way that 
his firm had booked rooms for over thirty years, but if the company 
sold the Mart the auctioneers would have nowhere to carry on their 
sales, and in the opinion of many of them this proposal was a scandalous 
proceeding. 

The Chairman said he was old enough to remember the old Mart, and 
had sold in it. It was at the corner of Throgmorton-street, and when it 
was closed without notice they had no difficulty in finding places of sale 
in the City until the formation, some time afterwards, of the Auction 
Mart Company, 

A Shareholder: You cannot build a new Mart in war time, if you 
found the money for it. 

The Chairman: The auctioneers came forward when the old Mart was 
closed ; I was one, and I put down £1,000 and others did the same. We 
were young men then, and should not do it now. 

Mr. Bridgwater said that the Mart had been for some years declining, 
auctioneers finding that it suited their purpose to hold sales elsewhere. 
The decentralization which had gone on was not the fault of the Mart 
Company, but of auctioneers for deserting the Mart. He could not 
agree with Mr. Moore that the company was under any obligation to 
auctioneers to carry on the institution. When he first recollected the 
Mart all the large sales were brought to Tokenhouse-yard, but that was 
entirely changed. He moved that the shareholders approve the sale of 

















?P> 4&3 wt Aw 


ia 


Iz 


TI 













BU 


ent 


ngs 


nce 


& a 
cen 

lait 
bing 
The 
was 


very 

ry, 
diy 

mn a 
yhen 
er it 
able 
a Ol 
half 
any 
been 
rol 
nally 
their 
+ the 


» and 
hen it 
f sale 
iction 
f you 
+ was 

We 


ining, 

















Nov. 9, 1918 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. [Vol. 63.] 59 


the Mart to the Bank of England for the sum of £120,000. A bird in a short period on active service at the front, proceeded with his batta- 
the hand was worth two in the bush, and the matter had better be | lion to the Balkan front in September, 1915, where he had been con- 
carried through. Investors in the company’s shares had invariably taken tinuously on active service since. Captain Jones was thirty-one years 
into account that the company possessed that very valuable freehold, | of age. His youngest brother, Lieutenant E. D. Jones, R.A.F., was 


which would reimburse them in full in the event of the business falling | killed in action in France in April of this year, and his remaining 










off, and that contingency had now arisen. brother, Lieutenant T. B. Jones, has been a prisoner of war in Germany 
. . : . . ne » x 
The Chairman said that the decline in the Mart’s prosperity was not *!NCé May, 1917 
a new thing. For some time they had paid no dividend on the ordinary — te 





shares, and only 1s. 6d., instead of 4s. on the preference shares, and thé 
directors did not see any chance whatever of being able to pay the 
ordinary shareholders a shilling in the future. if things went on as they 
had been going. ; 





Lieutenant Basil B. Hardman. 






: : Lieutenant Bast. Brocas HarpMan, Indian Infantry, killed on 29th 
Mr. G. A. Trist seconded the proposition, and after a statement had | October, was the third and youngest son of Dr. F. W. Hardman, of 
been read as to the income of the company in the last few years (the | Deal, solicitor, Coroner for Kent, and Registrar of the Deal and Sand- 







figures were published in the Times of last Th irsday, see ante, p. 46), wich County Court. He was born in 1895, and educated at Chigwell 
the question was put to the vote, and the resolution declared carried by School He enlisted early in August, 1914, as a private in The Buffs, 
nineteen to five. and was sent to India, where he was selected for a commission in the 





Indian Army Reserve, and attached to the Indian Infantry. He was a 
nephew of the late Sir John Lawson Walton, formerly Attorney-General, 


Obitua and was serving under articles to his father 
, ° 

















Second Lieutenant Leonard L. Dean. 


Second Lieutenant Leonarp Lawson Dean, Loyal North Lancashire 





Qui ante diem periit, 













Sed miles, sed pro patria. Regiment, who was killed while in command of his company on 3rd 
October, aged twenty, was the second son of Mr. Arthur H. Dean, of 
Claremont Cottage, Irlams-o’-th’-Height, Manchester He was edn- 





ated at Keswick School. where he was head of the school and captain 


Captain William G, Courthope. f cricket and football. He matriculated at the Manchester University 
ind, having passed the Intermediate LL.B. examination there, he was 


Captain Witt1am Grorce Covrruopr, whose death from pneumonia re : so bite Selieel ber of the firm of Walker,:Dean & Co 
has been announced, was born on 28th November. 1871. the eldest son of o to his Tate » member o le firm « alker, f ; 
Mr. W. J. Courthope, C.B.. LL.D.. D.Litt He was educated at Eton : re q : dhurst, was gazetted to the Loyal North Lancashire Regiment 
and New College, Oxford, and was called to the Bar in Trinity Term, 7 Apr | last year pees went to the front the following September, where 
1899, by the Inner Temple. During the period of reorganization after he served continuously with his battalion, except for two short leaves, 
the South African War he for some time held an appointment in the |. | +. “Fa elds » brother, whe hes served.ciace the outbreak 
Education Office at Johannesburg, but subsequently returned to London r the war ; ten ing been mobilized with a Territorial battalion of the 
to follow his profession at the Bar Soon after the outbreak of the Manchester Regiment and went through the Gallipoli campaign, is at 
present war, having had preliminary training in the Inns of Court resent with the R.A.F. in Egypt. A younger brother is now a cadet 
0.T.C., he obtained his commission in the Bedfordshire Regiment. and i _~ r \F = : ; , ” 
was with his battalion in the fighting line at the front, where, also, he ° oF 

was afterwards employed in legal work for courts-martial. Later, he . —s 
was appointed military representative on the tribunals in Surrey, in 

which capacity his “ never-failing zeal and absolute grasp of all details Legal News. 


in the very intricate and troublesome work ”’ called forth high testimony 







rs, Manchester. On reaching eighteen years of age he passed 




















from those with whom he was associated Quite recently he was H no. d A i 
‘ i : irs an ,oIntments. 
attached to the Royal Air Force as a staff captain, and it was while ’ PI 
on his way to take up his duties that he was taken ill. and died at a The King has approved the conferment of the dignity of a Peerage of 






military hospital abroad on 21st October. In pre-war days he was a the United Kingdom on the Right Hon. Srrk Wirrtam Pickrorp. Sir 

well-known figure in the croquet world, especially on the grounds of William Pickford, who had been a Lord Justice of Appeal, was appointed 

Sussex and Surrey, and he achieved considerable success at the game President of the Probate, Divorce and Admiralty Division in succession 
> to the late Sir Samuel Evans, on 15th October 






o4 F Mr. Paci Ocnen Lawrence, K.C., has been appointed to be one of 
. . the Justices of the High Court of Justice, in the room of the late Mr 
Captain Cecil Hugh Tones. Tustice Neville Mr. Lawrence, who was called to the Bar by Lincoln's 


Captain Cec. Huan Jones, Royal Welsh Fusiliers, previously re- | Inn it 1882. practised for some time in the Palatine Court. of Lancaster 
ported wounded and missing. and now officially reported killed in action | When he was appointed Kips s Counsel, in 1896, he attached himself to 
on 18th September, was the eldest son of Sir Evan D. Jones, Bt., of Pen- | the Court of Mr. Justice Kekewich, and upon his death to that of Mr 
tower, Fishguard, and 6, Addison-road. W. He was a barrister of the Justice Eve. He has “gone special’’ for some years, and has had a 
Inner Temple. a magistrate for the county of Pembroke. and a member | large practice. particularly before the House of Lords and the Judicial 
of the Oxford and Cambridge Club. He was educated at Wellington | Committee of the Privy C 1. The new judge is fifty-six years of age, 
College and Trinity College, Cambridge, and graduated B.A. in 1909 Mr. C. Asnwortn James has been elected a Bencher of the Honour- 
and M.A. in 1913 He was commissioned in September, 1914, and after able S ciety of Lin In’s Inn 


THE LICENSES AND GENERAL INSURANCE Co., Ltp. 


CONDUCTING THE INSURANCE POOL or selected risks. 
FIRE, BURGLARY LOSS OF PROFIT. EMPLOYERS’, FIDELITY, GLASS, 
MOTOR, PUBLIC LIABILITY, etc.. etc. 


Non-Mutual except in respect of PROFITS which are distributed annually to the Policy Holders 


THE POOL COMPREHENSIVE FAMILY POLICY at 4/6 per cent. is the most complete Policy ever offered to householders, 
THE POOL COMPREHENSIVE SHOPKEEPERS’ POLICY Covers all Risks under One Document for One Inclusive Premium. 


LICENSE SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS 


Suitable Clauses for Insertion in Leases and Mortgages" of 
INSU RANCE. Licensed Property, settled ty Counsel, will be sent on application. 


For Further Information, write: 24, MOORGATE ST., E.C. 2. 
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” General. 


Mr. Mark L. Romer, K.C., who is attached to the Court of Mr. 
Justice Sargant, and the Hon. Frank Russell, K.C., who is attached 
to the Court of Mr. Justice Astbury, are now going “ special 

For the firat time since the outbreak of the war, Lord Menten toc 
on Tuesday in the proceedings of the Judicial Committee o the 


+t : 
i Since 1914 Lord Moulton has been Director-General of 


Privy Council. 
Explosives 
j 0 blishing firm of John Murray 

ase aan. A perhape unique fact is that the head of the 
house has always been a John Murray in the direct descent. The 
founder was an officer of the Roval Marines who retired from the service 
to found the business, and the fifth John Murray is now 4 lientenant- 
colone!] commanding v battalion in Flanders 

The Rank of England has issued the following notice : The Income-tax 
Resolution not having been passe in the House of Comm yns in sufficient 
time to enable the bank to deduct income-tax from the dividends due 
1st May at the legal rate then 6s. in the £. income-tax was 
deducted at the rate previously in force—i.e., 58. in the £ To obtain 
pavment of the 1s. in the £ thus undercharged, the bank. in accordance 
with their usual custom and with the concurrence of the Inland Revenue 
authorities. have deducted income-tax at the rate of 7s. in the £ from 
the dividends due 1st Novembe rT Lees 
Maior W G. Constable, war Historical Trinvos. Part T.. 1908 First 
Class Economics Tripos. Part TI., 1910. Whewell scholar in International 
Law of Cambridce University. and MacMahon Law Student of St. 
John's College, has been elected to a Fellowship at St John’s Cam- 
bridge Maior Constable was called to the Bar by the Inver Temnle 
in May. 1914. He joined the Army in September. 1914, and obtained 
a commission in the Sherwood Foresters. In October, 1916. he was 
transferred to the Tancashire Fusiliers. After long service he received 
injuries from a shell. and has since been invalided out of the Army with 
the honorary rank of major. 


comp] etes the 150th 


vear of ita existence 


in force—i.e 


Tn the Honse of Commons on Mondav. Sir R. Winfrev Parliamentary 
Secretary. Roard of AcricnYure replving to Maior Newman. said :— 
Tinder the Sailors and So'fere (Gitta for Land Settlement) Act 1916, 
the Roard accented a of ® of 719 acree from a gentleman at Boeburv. In 
Hereford A further cift of 50) acres from the same gentleman has been 
offered aubiect to with which the Boerd hones to be 
able to comply The Roard obtain vacant noseoesion of the 219 acres 
Tnder the Small Holding Colonies Act 1916 the 
Board have rrea of, approximately, 6 000 acres in four 
colonies. Poemeeesion of one colonv in Wales only obtained at 
Michae’mas. Twentv-ceven men are now in occupation of their hold- 
ings: 16 are under instruction, and 389 have signified their desire to 
obtain a portion of land of 116 stall serving with his 
Majesty's forces 

In the House of Commons, on the 31st ult., Sir G. Cave, replying 
to Mr. Jovneon-Hickes. said :—The over whom Mr Justice 
Atkin presides have held eight sittings and have had under consideration 
128 cases referred to them under section 3 of the British Nationality 
and Status of Aliens Act. 1918. When the consideration of the cases 
under section 3 is completed. I propose to ask the committee for 4 
report rpon them. and the committee wi'l. I understand. then proceed 
with the cnees falling under section 7. The committee over which Mr. 
Justice Sankey presides have held a large number of sittings and have 
considered shout 3.200 cases. Of these about 300 have been interned 
and about 220 recommended for repatriation. When the consideration 
of the cases is concluded I propose to make public a full statement 
showing the reason for any exemptions granted. I understand that the 
committee presided over by Lord Justice Bankes have already dealt with 
a large number of cases. They will comnlete their review as quickly 
as possible and present a report to the Prime Minister. 


certain canditions, 
in February next 
scouired a total 
was 


these are 


committee 


A test case under the Sucar (Confectionery) Order has been decided, 
save the J'imes, by Mr. d’Byncourt. at the Marviebone Police Court, 
after a long hearing. The point at issue was whether Duke’s “nut 
caramel chocolate ’’ was chocolate within the meaning of the Order 
and chargeable at 3d. per oz., or whether it came within the definition 
of “ other sweetmeats,”’ the maximum price of which is 2d. per oz. The 
defendant. Sarah Taylor, of Edeware-road. was summoned for selling 
the article at a price exceeding the rate of 2d per oz. It was stated 
for the prosecution that this “nut caramel chocolate” contains only 
6 per cent. cocoa butter, and 23.6 per cent. of sugar, and the defence 
asserted that it contained 20 per cent. cocoa butter and 36 per cent. 
of treacle and sugar. Mr. d'Eynecourt accepted the contention of the 
prosecution that an article sold as chocolate should contain something 
approaching 50 per cent. of cocoa and 50 per cent. of sugar, and found 
that the article in question was not a chocolate within the meaning of 
the Act. He ordered the defendant to pay a fine of £4 and 20 guineas 
costa. The magistrate was greatly amused to hear from Mr. F. W. 
Ricketts, the solicitor instructing counsel for the defence, that none 
of the 4 Ib. or 6 lb. of chocolate sent to Somerset House for analysis had 
been returned. “Tf any of the juniors have eaten it,” said the 
defendant's solicitor, “of course it cannot be helped.”’ 





Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 
ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE OF 
EMEeRGewor Appwat Court [ Justice Vr. Jnstice 
Roa. No 1 _NRVILLE Eve 
Mr. Lasch Mr. Goldschmidt Mr. Rlovam 
Teach 


Charch Borrer 

Parmer Chareh Gold4echmidt 

Joliv Farmer Leach 

Srng@e Jolly Charech 
Synge Farmer 


Bloxam 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr Justice 
ASTRORY. Younerr. Perer- on. 
Mr. Synge Mr. Jolly Mr. Farmer 
Bloram Swnee Jolly 
Rorrer Rioram Svneve 
Aoldechmidt Bloxam 
Leach 


Borrer 
Church Goldschmidt 


Date 
Monday.. Nov. 11 Mr. Charch 
12 Farmer 

Jolt 
Synve 
Bloxam 
Borrer 


Mr Justice 
Date SARGANT. 


Monday... Nov. Mr. 
Tuesday 12 


Saturday 


Borrer 
Goldschmidt 
Teach 


Charch 
Farmer 


Borrer 
Goldschmi It 
Jolly Leach 


Satarday 








Winding-up Notices. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Nov. 1. 


REAOONSFIELD CLUBS LTD.—C editors are required on or before Nov 21, to send in their 
naves and ad resses, with part'cn ars of their d-hte or claima, to George Charles 
Frost, 43, Mayfair av, Crinbrook Park Ilford liquid tor. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED In CHANOERY, 
London Gazette. —TUESDAY, Nov. §. 


LITHERLAND Lavp & PRick Co Lrp. (IN Votuwrary IgQUIDATIOY).—Creditors are 
required, on or before Nov 15. to send th ir namesand a‘ dresses, and the particu’ars 
—_ ‘4 bts or chims, to R W Lnnt, 27, Birchdale Rd, Waterloo, Liverpool, 
iquid tr. 

NEPTUNE STREAM FISHING Co Lrp. (In Ligrimatiow) —Creditors »re require’, on or 
before Dec 1 to send their names and .ddresses, and the prticulars of their debts or 
claims, to John Robinson (c/o J E Walker & “on, Bowlalley In, Hull), liquidator, 


Resolutions for Wind:no-up Voluntarily. 


London Gasette.—Fripay, Nov. 1. 


Reseonsfield “ube Ltd Paner & Co Lt. 

No 2 Hore eeve: Investment C» Tt. [ymin ‘on & Brockenhurs! Model Laundry 
Weetgate a Sea Land & ul'd eC» Led. C: Lta 

Sa‘tore Hili Gold laicing Syndicate Ltd. Mr. Harris Ltd. 

J Tv Edewart: Le}. North-fast Ward Keighley 
At! niles Ltd. Buildings Co Te. 
Decorstor® Sunply Tf td. Vulcanized Fibre Ltd. 
Erdington Roller-Skating Rink Co Ltd. 


London Gazetta.—Turspay, Nov. 5. 


Carmack & Co Tt. 

Tettenhall Steam Fishing Co (of Flest wood) 
Ted, 

London Motor Lighterage Co Ltd, 


Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


London Gazette —Fripay, Nov 1. 


ATLEW, WALTER, Sa'e. ‘ hester Dec 2 GC Adame, Marchester 
RARKER, MARTHA. Sovthnort Nov 30 Jesse Shaw ‘or hport 
Rarrow Jane ELIZapern, Puteey, Yorks Yor 28 Wm Roherta Wilson, Leeds 
Beeriper, THOMAS, fe-m'ingt)n Dec 2 Wright. Pacsa'l & Co, Le mireton 
Brewenrr, TrowAs CLARK, Birkdale, lancs, Tobacco Merchant Dec 20 Schierwater 
& EDS mend Tivernool 
BLACKBURN. ARTHUR, Brighonee. Cor tractor Dec 1 Berpard H Richardson, Brig- 
honse 
Boo Y JOHN. Hestings Dec 24 Daverort. Jones & Glericter. Hretir gs 
Rroerrr, ALBERT PAUL. Highgate Dec 2 N ve, Beck & K'r vy, 21, Lime st 
FERRIDAY, AN'REW DAvi7s, Oakengates, Salop, Charter Master Nov 30 
dard, ®'rmingham 
a RICHARD. Dover Dec 12 M wil & Mw. Dover 
AGPLING. 'DWIN and “ARAN GosLIra Nov2l E'wd Hitter, Gravecend 
Garrpprr, JOHN Fowarp, Woki g Dee 21 Grundy, Izod & C11 Arundel st 
GUMBLET’ N, ISABELLA MATILDA, Twyning Menor, Glos. Dec 11 Neville G Moore 
Tewkesbury x 
Sens, Sos CASTLE, 72, Fentiman rd, 8.W Nov 30 William Clark, Thornton @ 
ent ; 
HARMAN, RHODA. Martham Norfolk Nov 16 Bortor & Son, Gr at Yarmouth 
Harr, Rev ARTHUR, Brockley ec 2 Rennett © Ferrie 6° Coleman st 
H«rton, JouN, Rr ehten Dew 7 E W Hob’s & Yonn:, Brighton 
JEFFREY, ANYIB, Thrnseross, Yorks Dee 1 Kirbr. Son & Atk'nson, Harrogate 
Jerson Hervnry, ) «ham Nov 24 K ( Ba‘ ley. Durham 
Mowll & Mowll 


Kemp. JAWES ‘HARLES, Canterbury, Cattte Daler 
Can’ erbrry . 
KNOWLES. I.edy ISABPL MARY Ladbroke sq, Holland Park Nov 30 Hopgood, Mills, ¥ 
& Somervilie, 18, Adam st. 4delphi 
MOPHERSON, GRORGINA MARIA, Pas de Calais, France Dec 14 Fiadgate & Co, 18419, 


Pa'l Mal 
MUSKFRPY-Tiigon, WILLIAM, Southampton st, Strand Dec 6 F S Bostock, B58_ 
Dec 81 Jemes McDorald, Manchester 


Strand 
NIGHTING ‘LB, MARY ALIoR, Sale Chester 
OXLAD®, Stant Ry, Mi'den>all, Sefftk MNov2l Arthor F B Welch, 25 Dover st , 
Pasaee. Josern, Barton rd, Brixton, S licitor Nov 80 © 8 Oxenburgh, 4, Old 

ewr? 

PITCHPORD, SARAH Jane. Wellington. Salop Nov 30 W Hf Stoddard. Birmincham 
PURSFR, (HAPLFS, radley, Hereford Docs W R Hn'me, Worcester 
Sims, CHARLES. Uxhritge Dec 2 Coldhem, Birk: tt & Fleuret, 27, ¢ hancery In 
SINCLAIR JOHN Norman. Fasthourne Dec? Charles Wilmot & Co, 21, Reser st 


Liberal Club 


B® Lifetree Utd 
Titherlend Land & Brick (> Ltd. 
Rohe t Ball ‘td 
Lilanidloes Recreation Socie’y Lt’. 





W H Std 


Nov 30 


} SMITH, Flora McNet, Edgbastv, Bhmirghsm Nov 30 Powell & Browett, 


mingham 








shmidt 


undry 


Moore 


hornton 





